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'KNOWING HOW! AND 'KNOWING THAT' — AN UNNECESSARY DICHOTOMY '
_ IN PAYSICAL EDUCATIQN? &

o

David Aspin

' It is one of the commonplaces of educational discoutse-that
the‘sort of activities in which proponents of 'education through thq‘
physical' typically engage are far from being of the same kind as
those of whicn the curriculum in educational 1nst1tut10ns of all
sorts is normally composed. Not only do many teachers of other‘subjects
think of them in terms of 'todily' rather than 'intellectual' pre-
occupations, as species of ‘'trained’ patterns of movement rather than
teducated' mental dispositions, as providing not more than reli=f from B
the really hard work of the academic disciplines proper or therapy as
a corrective to coumter-productive or deficiency conditions to be found
in pupils' environments and dietsj !but the work of many highly respected
educational theoreticians also provides material which, in the highly
sophisticated and tightly argued forms in vwhich. they present }t, acts
so as to reflect adversely on the claims of such activities.for

inclusion in educational curricula.

. R.S. Peters, for example, compares and contrasts games wlth ‘

e

what he ter 'serious' curriculum act1v1t1es. 1 As* agalnst such
‘serious' theoretical act&v1t1es as 501ence, hlstory, phllosophy, ‘and

the rest, of gameswhe avers that:

there is a static quality about them in that they ... have
either a natural or a conventional objective which can be
attained in a limited number of ways ... Sératch golfers
often get bored with the game because they have mastered

it .es In so far as knowledge is involved in games <..

this is.limited to the hived off end of the activity which
may be morally indifferent. )

Thus, for Peters, games lack cognitive contént; and such knowledge as
they do possess is limited both in terms of content and the skills
necessary to aehieve its internal objectives. ' Above all, éahes are .’

'non-serious! in that they do not 'illuminate other areas of life and

contriBute mich to the quality of living', With them 'it is largely a
. matter Qf\"knowing how" rather than "knowing that", of knack rather

than understanding’
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The same point about the essential non-seriousness of games
(as a species of 'play') is made by R.F. Dearden. His argument ‘is
that:

51ay is 'non-serious', in the sense that it has no
ethical value. What we play at is intrinsically
‘unimpoftant. 2 '
What there is in play is 'value-by-contrast'. It is, says Dearden, a
relaxation, a refreshment, an enlivenment of the spirit., That it is

0 is because, he maintains, play is‘fsel£~cqntained' - limited and

.confined not only to set times, places and occasions, but also by the

diacy and shori-lived duration ‘of the movements made within it.
And these conditions, as his list of examples demonstrates, are of a

procedural character., . . —

o

The same distinction also lies at the root of the remarké made

by.oi§/of the most redent writers on the logic of‘?hysical education -
>

activities.. P. Renshaw argues
*.

mak;ng of moves of a restricted cognitive character. leen the ends

that the playing of games 1nvolves the

aimed at, there are only, in principle at any rate, a limited number of
moves one can mzke to achieve them ~ so, the number of ways and permitted
strategles one may employ to score in football is not’ 1nf1n1te1y open.
This emerges from a con51derf»10n of the nature of skills 1n general and
enables Renshaw to build upon the distinction of 'skill' and ‘cognitive

understanding' and conclude:

.. all skills, whether they be 'open' or 'closed', are
essentially specific in nature. They contain their own
internal cognitive content but.their scope is limited
ess Rules might be extended and the conception of a game
might change over the course of time, but skills cannot
generate new meanings as can the art form of dance and
qeither can they illuminate other activities.

~On such grounds as these, criticisms have been formulated againsf thel,

/

status and value of much of physical education that could, if unanswered,
prove seriously debilitating to the continued provision of its
activities on the curricula of educ;tional institutions. .This paper
represents an attempt to provide some sort of answer, in terms of a

critique of the grounds upon which such criticisms appear to be based.
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It seems élear —~ particularly in the form in which it is
articulated by Peters, for example - that such views as those adum-
brated above presuppose acquaintance with and acceptance of the
distinction postulated in epistemology between two types of.knowledge -
‘knowing how' and 'knowing that'. The thesis of a distinction between
these two kinds is, of course, at least as old as Plato and has been a
source of controversy ever since, though perhéps much less so since it

was restated, perhaps in its sharpest form, by Ryle.

Ryle's major point, it will be remembered,k4 was that
intelligent action is not a ‘tandem' operation - a 'bit of theory
followed by a bit of practice' — but that both covert and overt actions
can be inielligent in themselves, insofar as the agent applies ¢riteria.
- to his perforﬁance, wifh a view to getting things right. His case
against what he caricatures as 'the intellectualist legend' (éccording
to which, as Ryle presents'if, someone performing a skill demanding
intelligence must 'run over the theor& in hig head' before he puts it
into practice) is cogently conducted and skilfully argued. For one
thing, he maintains, the pragtice of a skill suécessfully sometimes
precedes the definition and elaboration of prp;edural prescriptions for
it, and, in some 'other cases (as, for example, with wit), no procedural
prescriptions can be formulated. As examples of all this Ryle
instances aesthetic taste, tactful manners, inventive technique, pre-
Aristotelian reasoning and pre-~Izaak Walton fishing. His general
point here is that thékdiscovery of an action that is successful ip
achieving its purpose may actually precede or even defy an analysis of
" the critical qualities of such an action. His second argument is the
logical one that adherence to the view that asserts the pridriéy of
propositional knowledge is either vacuous or absurd : the notion that
knowing-how depends upon a prior act of knowing-that 1ea§s to petitio

principii or reductio ad absurdum, for in seeking for the prior act of °

theory, one is already looking for an activity that can be carried on
more or;less gkilfully. This latter would in turn require a further

act of theorising; that would require a previous act of theorising, and

so on ad infinitum — a vicious regress in which 'there "would be nowhere

for us ever to break into the circle'.
s 7
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Ryle's conclus;zA is accordingly that there are t&o different
kinds of knowledge — propositional and procedural - of which the nétqres ‘
are such that neither one can ever be reduced to the other. He denies
that knowledge is an Activity, an attainment, or some sort of 'mental®
state but sees it rather as some sort of disposition to do or to act in
various ways in certain circumstances. At the same time Ryle is
careful to distinguish between what he calls %the 'intelligent performances'
which are characteristic of knowing-how — the complex multi-track dis-
positions called into play in the conducting of an argument, playing a
game of chess, or making a soufflé - and the single track fixed '
dispositions which are 'habits', As-an example of these L2 instances
his habit of smoking a pipe, each occasion of the perfornance of which

is exactly Adike its predecesssor,

Ryle's distinction of knowledge of propositions and knowledge

as a skill is tzken up and elaborated by Israel Scheffler. > Scheffler
is sympathetic to the categorization of knowledge terminology on a
dispositional account and eccepts the thesis that knowledge can be
differentiated into propositional and procedural. He notes Ryle's
disjunction of practice-acquired beh;viour into 'intelligent cep=zcities’
(to which Ryle restricts 'know-how') and 'habits' but he elaborates
Ryle's thesis, in respect of the latter, by distinguishing betiween
habits as 'propensities' and habits as 'facilities'. He concedes that
'propensities' - like Ryle's reference to his chafacteristic.proneness

to smoke in certain ciréqu%ances -~ are not cases of knowing-how; a
habit such as smoking, or anythinéAsimilar, clearly does not involve

any 'inielligent' performance. By coqtrast, habituwal 'facilities', by
which Scheffler méané what he calls the 'relatively routinizable
competences' of drilling, double-declutching, spelling or walking, are
in fact also cases, though of a different sort, of know-how. These, he
claims, are 'closed! skills in which there are limits to the development,
refipement and protraction of competence, and in which, eventually,
1ittle:or no judgment is required. Scheffler goes on to make a contrast
between such closed facilities and what he terms the 'opsn-ended' or
critical skills, such as those called for in conducting a philosophical
argume¥t, driving a car over a journey, or performing a downhill ski-run,
'and which call for the constant application of the powers of observation,

attention,” judgment, modification ani correction.

o




The gifference between these two accounts of know-how seems
to be largely one of usage. There is certainly something to be said
for Scheffler's distinctig? of habits as facilities from the habitual
propensity exhibited by the smoker. In any case, 'habit' is an odd
word to apply to such initially open-ended activities as spelling,
walking, doing multiplication, performing military drill or double-
declutching. DMoreover, once a desired level of competence has been
reached — even in things like making a souffl&, performing a downhill
ski-run or even driving regularly over a known route at a certain time
of day — it appears, on this argument, that even they - critical skills
notwithstanding ~ can become relatively rou%ine. Scheffler also makes

another important distinction -~ that between mere competence (examples

of intelligent performance which exemplify learned patterns of behaviour)“

and genius, presumably of the'sort that we see in a Fischer, a Fangio,

a Tourischeva or a Killy : for, he says,

. knowing how to do something is one thing, knowing how

yd to do it well is, in general, another, &nd doing it
brilliantly is still a third, which lies beyond the
scope of know-how altogether, tied as the latter notion
is to the concept of training. i

~ Know-how is thus, in some sense, a continuum. It is not to be

confused with an habitual or unreflective, unthinkingly—acoﬁired pattern _

of predisposed Behaviour such as that examplxgled in taklng out a pipe,
sniffing, or clearlng one's throat repeatedly durlng speech. It

refers, rather, to patterns of movemgnt and action (covert and‘overt)
that at some stage require the bringing to bear of attention andxairectgd
effort. Some of these movements will tend to become routinised, such

as the actual movements involved in changing gear; others-will remaln’
11ab1e to constant change and adaptation, such as that involved in the
whole series of moves required to drive ' a car from one place to another,
changing gear and performing other routines en route. It is only the

latter that involve the application of judgment and understanding. And.

" it is only with the development of judgment and understanding that the

activities of educators are generally thought to be conce}ned.
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According to Ryle, 'understanding"is not something different
from, beyond or transcending knowledge: "Understanding", he remarke,
"is a species of knowing how". To be sure, in order for a student to
acquire such a skill, reférence to a (separate) body of propositions,
to a theory, may be -sindeed, in some cases, he admits, necessarily
ﬁﬁst be — made. But what matters for Ryle and his followers is not the
imputation, or otherwise, of theoretical operations on the subject's
part, but the manner of his performance on one and a varlety of other
occasions in which the part*cular'sklll is called for or deployed.

What is essential to Ryle's account for the possession of a skill lies
in what he calls its dispoei%ional character; that is to say, skill is
said to be made’;;;ifest, knowledge or understanding exhibited, in
certain particular circumstances, just as a glass is liable to break
when stiuck. In other words, Ryle's analysis of knowing-how - or, come

to that; of kﬁowing—thaé'- is that it is of an 'If X, then Y' character.

, This‘feature’of Ryle's account, coupled with his stress on the
point that suctessful prgctice of a proceduie precedes its specification
in propositional terms, has led some to conclude that knowing-how is

not only chronologically but also logically prior to knowing-that. So
J. Hartland-Swapn; T for ‘example, attempts a reduction of knowing-that
to knbwing—hoﬁ - specifically to 'how to make statementst or to ‘how to
reply appropriately to guestions'. For this follows from the fact (if
indeed it 1s a fact) that 'know' is a dispositional term, in which the
attrlbutlon of knowledge of a propositional kind redts only upon the
ability of the respondent to reply correctly (and hence to give an
intelligent performance) to questionsput to him to test it publicly.
The only alternative tq such an account would have to be, Hartland Swann

feels, to give up the dispositional analysis of knowledge.

This conclu51on is accepted pro tem. by Jane Roland Martin in
her note on thls matter. 8 She is prepared to concede Ryle's general
point and Hartland Swann's reduction and goes on to distinguish four

types of know-how (td which all know-that claims can, in principle, On

that analysis, be reduced).  Her first category relates to skills; this

is Ryle s 'knowing how' and she distinguishes it as being that sort
which requires practice to learn. Her second category is knowing how

to state particular propositions, and requires no practice. (This seems

|\




-and knowing-tnat, for

Because of its simplicity and apparent obviousness,
(this) distinction ... has great appeal, bdut like

perplexity.

-

tendencies. She concludes with the warning that

altered.
7/ ~J B

a

any dichotomy it gives rise to much controv%rsy and

many different types - at least two of them being of capacities and

it must not be, imagined that a classification of all

'know'. dispositions will contain only the two categories

we have suggested. Indeed, upon further analysis it may
. turn out that the two categories proposed here must be

accounts of* a reduction of know-that to know-how. For one thing,

that distinction. For the claim to know that X is the case is not

Te

. . to be equivalent to Hartland Swann's new 'knowing how' category, derived
from knowing-that). Her third type of knowledge is knowledge of un-
stated information,LEs in 'He knows how the accident happened'. Martin's
fourth category is of 'knowledge how to behave', and she distinguishes
this as a 'tehdency' (cf Scheffler's ‘propensities' and 'facilities!) °
whereas, she says, the other three 3re 'capac}ties'. Broadly speaking,

however,‘she is uncomfortable with the distinction between knowing—ﬁow

She is also uncomfortable with the simpliciiy of the reduction proposed

by Hartland Swann, for in her view Know-how may be differentiatzd into

There are certainly criticisms to be made against both these

Hartland Swann®s notion seems not to take much noiice of what seens to

be involved in 'knowledge', even in the terms of Ryle's know-how know—

merely the assertion of a proposition aboyt X but the claim that the
proposition is #rue, has warfantable'assertability, that the claimant

has grounds upon which he confidently claims it to be true, and so on.

And of these grounds, only justification involves 'knowing how', though

this too seems t6 involve knowing !héisto do and what‘counts as success |
in achieving it. Then again, Roland ﬁé;tin's second specie; of krow-how
- is, we remarked, like Hartland Swann's new know-how reduction, and it
is subject therefore to the same fatal objection. Her third type -
knowledge of unstated information - is, I think, reducibdle to know-

7/
For since it does involve information it clearly does' consist of 7

propositions that can be uﬁpébked as such - they simply have not yet .

been made explicit asesuch, and to say 'I know how the accidegnt happened?

is to say 'I know what'. So the distinction of this class of -know-how

[ERJ!:( from her second category (to which objection has already been made )

" seems pleonastic and otiose.,
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Both these authors' efforts clearly depend upon an assumption
that Ryle's thesis is correct. Betty Powell, however, makes a point )
about knpowing that will not fit in with Ryle's position. J She |,

(z‘v/// . questions hig equation of inteiligent performance with knowing-~how and
avers instead that the term 'know' should be confined to‘éases'where
questions of truth are relevant and where reference to truth is requireds
In Ryle'é'terms, then, she wishes to restrict the use.of.the locution

¢ - 'know how' to cases where practice is 'the client of theory'. &%us she

would distinguish knowing chalk from cheese from telling good from
telling bad Jjokes, on the grounds thaf the latter is a case whére the
criteria of difference are not 'statable; and she would distinrguish
markémanship from rainmaking on the grounds that the activities of the
agent in the former, though not of the latter, can be judged, in the
light of our theoretical kﬁbwiedge, as being a skill. She thus concludes,
as against Ryle and others:

We can hardly hold that whether or not someone has

learned a number of truths is of 1ltv1° impoxtance

in settling wheuher or not he possesses a skill.

The difference between knowledge of certain truths

and having an ability to do certain things is not
RN . so great as we are invited to believe.

«

. ,  For knowledge claims, she maintains, there must be a body of knowledge,
y with structured conceﬁtsflnethods of application, .and tests of veracity.

: w It is therefore not possidle to divorce knowing how from knowing thzt,
//////// since we can only be said to 'know how' to perform a.skill if we either

know the relevant skill ourselves or there is a relevant theory to be
. ’

known. On this analysis, then, ‘knowing that' is prior; and the

theoretical reflections of asStagg or a Connibear are what make good

football and successful rowing conceivable and possible.

—— ST -~

Powell's conclusions seegxréasonablet though parts of her
argument are open to éuestion. Some experts might not agree,. for example,
that telling jokes (or performing golf swings) is not a client of '
theory, any more than they would agree with Ryle that Walton fished ,
successfully without any theory or reflection upon what he was doing ~ ’
although this depends, of course, ppén the particular concept of theory

being used.. We might argue that, at rock bottom, all we do ~ including

our perceiving - is a cli&nt of theory in the sense that we bring

certain expectations to certain situations and a species of theory of

ERIC this sort opérates in all/éveryday contexts so as to give them meanings
1 0 . L . A




both in advance of and also after the event. The golfer may not have
elaborated his theory into a structured whole, but hg nevertheless ,
adjusts his operations in accordance with previous experience and
hypothetical judgments. Cognitive considerations enter fundameptall&
and essentially into such acts of reflection and adjustmént. It would

indeed be important, in seeking.to detezmine why a golfer

reading their books. Of course, as Polanyi might remark,
not amount to a total explanation, but it would be
forward for assessment and understanding; and it would
necessarily, factual knowledge. On this account, then, it begins to
Took as if both practical and propositional knowledge are equally
important in our assessments and attributions of cognitivewcapacity.
For to perflorm an action intelligently presupposes that the agent knows
what he ig about and what counts as success in that act1v1ty, as well
as\hgi best to achieve; while to meke a claim E; know that something
th

case rests upon the tacit acceptance on the part of both parties

‘to the transaction that the claimant knows how to substantiate his

claims and the respondent his appraisal of them. P

Thus both the view that know-how and know-that are sharply
discernmible from each other and the view that the one may be reduced
to or presupposes*fg;\}rlorlty of the other begin,to seem as simplistic
as Roland Martin feared they mlght be, And that is even when we are

- willing to accept the terms in which these theses have been framed -

for one thing, the analysis of knowledge in dispositional thms, an&,
forsjnother, the whole idea thatknowledge can Be“aQE}ysed at all in
1 .

this definitive way.

. »
Hartland Swann, it will be remsmbered, suspected that the only
alternative to a reductionist account of knowledge would be to abandon
the dispositional account altogether and it is twithat account that
much critical attention has been directed. It has been éﬁyécted to on
a number of grounds, Geach, for one, maintaining 10 thdt Ryle's analogy
of knowledge aé belonging to the same sort of class ef\ entity as glass
or éugar is invalid; that, in oxder to accoynt for what is goiﬁg on in

cases of knowing, one cannot do other than postulate mental *states' or

11
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fielders, the condition of the pitch and the weather, the known strengths

‘acts' such as 'éognizing' or 'judging'. "There are", Geach's summary
states, "episodic acts of judgments, not merely dispositions of a
certain sort". D.W. Hamlyn, in addition, 1 criticises any disposit~
ional account of knowledge and belief on the grounds that, in orﬁer to
be able to state what would count as evidence for the possession of
knowledge, one must, to that extent, already in some sense know what
it is that one is looking for. For that reason a dispositional account
of knowledge clearly involves the same sort of circularity as Pléto
remarked up6; in the Theaetetus. 12 Moreover, the knowledge -~ whether
of fact or procedure — may in any case not necessarily be manifested
at all; either the knower might have good reasons for concealing his
knowledge, or he may simply know it on a single occasion, after which
its expression or demonstration may never again be relevant or called
for. In such circumstances, states Hamlyn,

to invoke the notion of a disposition, or to say

that he would ... if «.s, would be futile.

Such c¥iticisms seem, then, at the very least tocall into @

question the whole basis of the account proposed by Ryle and adopted
by others in which knowledge is explained as a -~ or a set of -
dispositibns(sj; énd, perhaps also, to question the supposed distinction
between knowing how and knowing that (on any but the fairly rudimentary
level, that is). For Ryle's notion seems to do but scant justice to the
complexity of either, and indeed of the whole network of ;élationships

between various types of knowinge

This complexity is well brought out in an example from the .
realm of sport employed in this comnection by H. Entwistle. In an
examinétion of practical and theoretical learning 13 he refers to
Ryle's position vis-2-vis the Cartesian 'ghost in the mdchine' but
suggests that several important modificatio;s need to be made to ite.

He distinguishes, for instance, between complex and simple act}pns and
explicates the characteristics of the former as involvfﬁ27a complex set/'
of ope?aiions in which both practical and theoretical activities featuf%f
His exa@ples are dr?wp frq? cricket and refer'to the overa}l performances
of¥ the “batsman and bowler:, the latter's success in taking wickets
involves his taking into account,l%s a consqiousiact of th@brising,

such disparate fa¢tors as the state of the game, the placing of the

=
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and weaknesses of the batsman, and so on. The class of simple physical
activities, such as the actual physical action of bowling, say, a leg-
break, is such that, once launched, the delivery can be gone through
unreflectively, though asfgggt of the Qho%; complex it is clearly part
of a theory, too:

. it is clear th®t to perform a skill intelligently may

. be fo become involved in a theoretical as well as a
practical activity. Bowling an over (or a 'spell! of
overs) intelligently is.to perform a series of manual
operations punctuzted by critical evaluations
(theorlzlng) +s. In this sense, bowling intelligently

s is a tandem operation of reflective activity prior to Q

the overt manifestation of the bowling ... followed
by the actual delivery of the ball ... This theorizing
involves knowing that certain things are the case ...

fhus, to .this extent, the sharpneef of the distinction postulated by
Ryle may be considerably dulled when applied to complex operations or

R?rformances, among- which are t@ﬁbe found many sporting activities.

Now Polanyi has a notion which seems %o provide one of the most
searching arguments‘for mainta&ning the distinction. 14 This refers to
the limits on the actual specifiability of skills, that are such as to
render parts of 1nte111gent and skilled performances 1mpervious to
ecritical analysis and incapable even of, later specification in any
propositional terms. These limits, Polanyi argues, are analogous to
the limitations on the specifiability of physiognomies and other
similar comprehensive wholes. As an example he instances the pianist's

*touch' (and elsewhere, the skill of the surgeon or the diagnostician),

" He suggests that, in addltlon to the limits on speciflablllty already

referred to, any attempt, on the part of the performlng agent, even to
identify, much less critically analyse, the constituent motions of the
skill he was performing would tend to paralyse perfermance. He maintains
that the act of 'integrating' the partieﬁlar parts of a skill is also

unspecifiable: the ‘feel' of the pianist's touch, the 'deftness' and

* dexterity of the surgeon wielding the knife, indeed any such ‘knacks?,

have got to be caught ratffer than taught. These unspecifiable skills,

which are readily disceghible if not specifiable, Polanyi refers to as

being part of our 'tagit! knowledge. & .

*

Entwistle takes up thls point of Polanyi's elsewbere 1
%

and
agrees with it, 1n1tia11y. But he suggests that skills involving the
problem of timing, of adjustment of pressure etc. by the agent, to meet

objective external conditions (Polaqyi's ‘feal! or 'touch'), are not only
. ‘ ‘.
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physical; 'suéh considerations apply equally well, he believes, to
intelleétua% and professional skills. Some things about a skill cannot
be known, dgﬁﬁpurse, until the pupil tries them himself and he agrees
that in this sense practice is logically prior to theory. But as far
ag;poﬁplex activities suéh as surgicalooperations are concerned, his
original point still holds: in them theory and practice do clearly

A9, 7 . .
¢« #function in-tandem. -

Max flack‘makes a similar suggestion in an examination of rules
-and routinés in our béhaviour. 16 He distinguishes between ‘rule~
covered' action, in which the alent follows rules of which, a; theoretical
formulations at any rate, he is unaware; 'rufe—invoking action', in
which the agent constantly and consciously refers to theo;y; 'rule-~
accepting' action, in which the Egent, though previously unaware of the-
theory, is prepared to accept a formulation of the rule that he is
already observing tacitly; and ‘rule-guided' action, in which the verbal
articulatioq\of rules has been replaced by a private non-s&mbolic
structure - i.e., a 'Gestalt', or assimilated knowledge. Black sees the
last two as coming between the 'blind, unconscious mastery of rule—
covered behaviour and the self-conscious adherence to principlés in
rule-invoking behaviour'. It is, he suggests, with rule-guided action .
that we should be particularly concerned in education, in that it is
connected with tpe pupil's 'rendering down' of ex@eri;nce so that it
\Pecomes peculiarly 'his' rule as distinct from ‘any rule'. It might
‘also be thought that this sort of behaviour represents one of the
desired terminal objectives in the %ea&hing and learning of playing games
and sports, especially those in which the ability to ‘'read the game' is

at a premium and a prime factor in successful sporting performance.

[N
i

At thé end of this section, then, we may .think that, even’oh\{&e
strictest terms, some reservations'may be entertained about Ryle's case .
for the categorization of knowledge as se.parabl!.e into two types of \
disposition,x‘—that'/and '~how's. For knowledge of propositions depends \\\
upon the skill of being able to justify knowledge claims and also, in A
. any case, presupposes familiarity with and ability to use a sfhbolic

system such ag language in order to classify and relate expexnience.

Knowing-how, in its turn, appears to depend crucially upon knowledge-
thgt; at least in‘khe sense of knpwing what constitutes success in the

d .action; Whi£6 in the case of complex skills there is a dependefnce on

\
. -

EMC A . .
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knowledge of criteria'and on contextual propositional knowledge, which
may be explicitly recognised, but which may also be the object of
subsidiary awareness as part of the general 'field' or 'Gestalt’' of

the whole action. To this extent, the distinction between know-how and
know-that is obvious and simplistic and takes no account of a whole
complex of other considerations which suggest a fundamen{31 connectedness
between them, ™~ N

~

¢ -, "\_
IV “z .
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The criticisms delineated above have had the effect of ‘rendering

the Rylean position on knowledge one of conéiderable dubiety. There is,
however, another point to be made which is even more seriously, perhaps
even fatally, debilitating to it. What might also be strenuously
objected to in the Rylean account of know-how and know-that is the vexry
basis of its methodology - the status and validity of the frameworks

within which that distinction is conceived and articulated.

~
For Ryle's work in this connection is clear}x/§4prqduct of that

par@icular view of philosophy against which Gellner and others have
17

inveighed so passionately and whose declining influence was recently

commented upon by The New Statesman in its humorous 'The Clever Men of

Oxford'. 18 Ryle's distinction is evidently a function of what may be
termed his underlying 'essentialism'. According to this view it is'a
legitimate task -~ some would say, tﬁexénly propér one for the philosopher -
to apply tHe techniques of concepfual ana1y51s to some such term as
'knowledge' 1n order to ‘'get stra;gbt about' its pre01se meanlng and
applicability. In such analyses, concepts and 1nstances are referred

tﬁ in such terms as 'tp@ paradigm case' and 'parasitic upon" as ‘'a

family of concepts constituting the idea of' something; .of there being

"a 'real point', or 'the essential point'; of ,something's 'having to do

with one thing' and ‘'nothing to do at all with' another. The aetivity
of the philosopher thus ¢insists in ‘unpacking the concept', or 'mapping
the logical geography'/éf'concepts, and so on.

\\ Such expressions are usyally symptomatic of the notion that
there -are 'clearly deflnagle' 1jmits to acceptable meaning; they relate
3
to the idea of 'concept&gl corrpctneds', to there being 'necessary and

sufficient cqnditiqns' ” to 'cemtral' or ‘'peripheral'! uses, and all.
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common set of characteristics, though there need be no one thing in

as any other, that the act&vities of the linguistic analys;:§§\ém to be, ,

N | o - ) ' 1.
.1 : . ‘
h

the rest and presume'there is some ‘'essential’ meaning~&o be got ‘at or
duced. For any example of this one onl& has to look at any fa )

number of textbooks in philosophy of education, for 1nstance, where

this approach has been partlcularly influential, 20 and note the ways

in which such concepts as 'play', f'games', 'punishment' and "so on, are

set out., 21

On this view of things, it is plainly 'incorrect' to speak .
of the boxer 'taking a great deal of punishment!, for example, since

the case does not satisfy the proper conditions for 'éqrrect' uge of

the term - these being somgthing like: ‘an offence, an offender, -
something unpleasant, inflicted by personal agency with a riéht so to
act'. Such! or so it seems to ﬁe, is the approach adopted by those who

seek to definé~know-how and know-that in so sharp a way as Ryle.

. Of course this is ggg’ﬁccount‘of what it is to have a concept,
but it is only one. There is at ieast one other that would deny that
there can be such 'separate! canons of correctness, having some sort of
independent metaphy31ca1 status apart from the language in which they
are instantiated, but that avers 1nstead that 'meanlng is usage! 22 énd
that the best we can hope for in attemptlng to 'get straight about
things! in our inter-personal communlcatlons or to ‘chart'! meaning and
usage, is to discern a sort of 'family resemblance'! only holding between

several things insofar as each of them has a reasonable number of some

the set which they all share in common - and indeed the set itself may
not necessarily be clearly delimited. 23 On th;t view there is simply
no point or purpose in seekings to make a clear.definition of, or
distinctions in, knowledge, for to do so is to lay onesélf .open to all
the fallacies of lexical definition; all one can do is ‘see how the
word is employed, by whom and in.what insiitutional contextse The
problems, topics and issues concerned, the intentions of the parties
to a discussion, the outcomes aimed at, the situations and contexts in
which they take place, their anteceients agd their consequences - all

these, too, give such a concatenation of four letters as k—n-o-w its

various meanings and significances. Indeed it i%-the notion of context

at all, for\particular meanings and uses arg thoroughly embedded in the

S —

which is Qll important here in'unde-sigﬂié;i human language communication

particular occasian of their deployment. It i's for this reason, as much
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not onlx,founded upon'adherence to one particular metaphysic, but also
. *  inherently sterile, since they attempt to divorce_ language from context,

analytic from normative and fact from value.

- That t@ere are other ways in which we can ‘'set about examining
the question of the various differences in the ways in which 'know' is
used 1s admlrably illustrated in Abraham Edel's account of just thls

isste. 24 In confradistinction to the 'cut' between know-~how anfi know- “.
L .

that proposed by Ryle, he remarks:

There are wholly different,paths. Aristotle distinguished
between knowing-that and knowing-why. His 'that' was
differently cut, in that it was limited to the isolated
. "~ fact as against the explanatory reason ... the difference
N between 'knowing John' and knowing about John'. ... might
support the sort of distinction Russell made at one time -
between knowledge by acquaintance and knowledge by
description, in which the former involved immediacy of
presentation, But it might also support a quite different
. distinction such as William James made between knowledge of
acquaintance and knowledge-about in which the extent of the
. knowledge is contrasted ... (or) perhaps the significant
v . differences may lie in what is known. Thus there are .
tremendous differences between ‘knowing John! and ‘knowing
arithmetic' or ‘knowing the town', in none of which any
. preposition or conjunctlve adverb intervenes. While a
\x§m ) Bergson might elaborate a distinction between outer and
- inner knowledge (s01ent1flc v. metaphysical), a Martin
' Buber would meke the cut between persons and things -
. thou-knowledge. and it-—-knowledge.

Q"'

)

4

Edel points out the limited applicability of Ryle's model:

-

G
Look at Ryle's examples of know-how: we ride bicycles and.

. play chess and talk French. We do not operate contro; .
stations at London airport or break codes or build translation :
machines . N

- \ A . i
.

- preciseli the sorts of activities whose compleiities are explored by
Entwistle in his demonstration of the simplicity of the Rylean distinction;
and precisely also those belonging to that class of activities of which

, planning a mountaineering expedition, working oﬁt the whole aﬁproaeh to
and strategies for a key football match, or even planning for and .

L presenting the Olymplc Games also, 1n my view, are a part.

Our.reservatlons about both the dlstlnctlon postulated
method employed by Ryle and, in particular, its applicability to education
are aptly summarized by Edel:

Q ,' "y P
,ENC ' 1 (. R
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'ees the examination of the institutional embodimepnts of
comparable dichetomies, in their social context
-hlstorical relations, suggests that the Rylean
only holds within the limited domain in which an
apprenticeship system is possible ... To make the dichotomy
an initial hardened distinction analytically certlflable
and coercive on education may be just as much an ideology
as Michael Oakshott's attack on reason in pollitics in his
conservative defense of an aristocracy brought up to rule.

stinction

And this holds a fortiori for those philosophers- of education who accept

the distinction and use it as one of the criteria on the basis of which
such activities as sports and games are deemed not to be as worthy ‘
candidates for inclusion in the class of really 'worthwhlle activities!
as are such 'theoretical! subJects as history, sclence and philosophy,
of whlch the curricula of educatlonal 1nst1tutlons ought, it is w1de1y

held, to be pre-eminently composed. 25

- ¢ <

In one important sense, of course, there is tremendous value

in Ryle's work on this particular issue. Foﬁ.it‘is clear enough that

‘he is concerned to mount an attack on, inter alia,- the idea of the

supposed 'unitarymess' of knowledge, and the view that evéfyiintelligent-

action is one preceded;ﬁy ratiocination and thdt“the only available
candidate for knowledge ascriptions is that of a theoretical kind,
Ryle's own Fragestellung ‘on these issues has not, perhaps, received the

credit due to 1ts attempt to make expllclt the distinct senses and ways

in-which we use the word 'know' The objections to his stated position
are, as stated, the 6351flcat10n of the Rylean distinction by certain
philosophers of educatlon, whlch has so acted as to militate against\

physical education act1v1t1es 1n schools, colleges and universitiess

.and ~ much,: more 1mportant1y - the fact that there _are many dlfferent

sorts of ‘'cut'.that could be made in the concept of knowledge.

That the latter 1s,the case comes out, not’ only from Edel's

masterly summary - there is “another sug,'exploratlon in the work of

Hamlyn 2 - but also from W1ttgenste1n s memoranda on the various sorts

of moves we can make with this word: &

+
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One has already to know (or be able to do) something in
order to be capable of asking a thing's name ... (30)
eses What does it mean to know what a game is? ... Isn't
my knowledge, my concept of a game, completely expressed \
in the explanations that I could give? That is, in my
describing various examples of game; shewing how all i
.« sorts of other games can be constructed on the analegy \
. of thesej; saying that I should scarcely include this »e
2 : or this among games; and so on. (75) «oe The grammar \
) of the word ‘knows' is evidently closely related/ to that \
of 'can', 'is able. to!'. But also closely related to that \
of 'understands' (*Mastery' of a technique) (150). But )
there is also this use of the word *to know' : ve say |
"Wow I know!' (151) ¢.. (184) What was it like suddenly \
to know it? Surely it can't have occurred to in its \
entirety in that moment! ... (179) Think how w%elearn to
use the expressions 'Now I know how to go on', |'Now I can
- o go on' and others; in what family of 1anguagefé3mes-we
learn their use., . ~\ - ; T

This is Wittgenstein's point:- that ‘know' words simply bdlorg to one
of those family resemblances referred to above, and to use it ¢orrectly
1mp11es belng able to recognise the various different c1rcumstances in

which its .various ‘'meanings' fit. As Wlttgenstebn p01nt% out elsevhere:

) : What +is happening now has 51gn1flcance - 1n.ﬂhese
' surroundings. The surroundings give it its ﬂmportance. (583)

And it is the various contexts 1n which we use ‘know' that help us to
see how many teuts!' can be made 1h~the whole idea of 'knowlng' -
Wittgenstein does, of cdurse, elsewhere make the 1mportan* point that
where there is no pgsslblllty of being wrong it is pointless to speak
of knowledge, 28.and the efforts of generations of epi temologists have
been to investigate the groﬁnds on which knowledge claims may be glven .

all reasonable credence, so that they may be accredited as part of our

shared world of interpersonal agreements that give us such objectivity -

. as we have,

This iédeed is where Popper has made a profound contribution
to epistemology, for he has suggested & redefinition of the pr1n01pal
problem w1th which it 1s supposed to deal. 29 The varlous cognitive
* - repertoires of 1nd1v1duals and thelr ‘know' claims are relevant to
o 'knowledge! but they do not of themselves constltute its boundss
subjective eplstemology does not he argues, account for'.the growth .
and developnent of our knowledge nor for scientific discovery. Popper
- '"advances devastating criticisms against subgect1v1st and enplrlclst
epistemology with partlcular respect to observation and#induction. All

>

<

< o0 19




i ] N * 180

observations, he holds, involve a theory, an explanation; there is no
such thing as a cold, passive, neutral perception. Observations are
active affairs inm which theorising is deeply embedded. .In other words,.
- there is no non-presumptive knowledge. Popper also argues that the
process of 'induction', understood as the.productiquof general or
universal statements from sets of instances, is ‘'irrational' and mo
part of science. Science, he maintains, proceeds from'conjectures and
guesses which we try to eliminate or confirm with various typessof test:
we test our theories, or hypotheses, against basic, or test, statements
which we have conventionally eed to adopt between ourselves as operating
criteria. Beliefs or theoriesjthat are falsified by this method are
either rejected or amended; <theories that are not so falsified are
retained, tentatively and provisionally. This hypothetico-deductive
methodology accounts for the growth and development of 2ll human knowledge
\ in its various forms. It provides a logically coherent account of the
ways in which éalns in all the various flelds were made, which is
subject to no such emp1r1ca1/psycholog1¢a1 cbn51deratlons as those with
" which traditional subjectivist ep%stemology is overwhelmingly pre-
occupied; and {t-is pre-emipently 'rational"in the sense that its
theories ~ or 'know' claims - can be assessed and evaluated without’

reference to any subjective conditions in any individual knower.

The 'obaect1v1st’ approach advocated by Pbpper stamds fund-
- amontally for the development of a critical, questioning attitude; for
him, every knowledge claim, in whatever realm, is a hypothesis to be
tested and, if possible, knocked down. But this also, in my view,
necessitates that the questiorfer and would-be falsifier knows what
" counts as an appropriate test z pr even what testing is - what may or

- will work as a‘device of refutation, what constitutes sugcessfnl
falsification in eacn of the various fields in which hypotheses are .

advanced and stand ready to be tested. As Aristotle remarked: 30

It is the park of the educated mind to expect that
amount of* exactness in Each kind of which each kind
i permits,, 1 =

Apd that ‘involves knowing what the Larlous kinds of clalm in the vhole

count as a pecullar falsifying deV1ce in their several cases. To this

. extent, even the dlstlnctlon between the 'strong' and *weak‘ senses of -
Q ! - — )

) ‘cognltlve realm look like, rest upon, and originate in; and what will 1
1
|
|
|
1
|
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know suggested by Malcolm stands in need of the further specification

with respect to 'kinds' suggested above. It is not merely sufficient
32 in considering whether or not someone's

that, as Scheffler assefts,
: %

claim to know rests upon adequate evidence,
we are judging that he has an evidential argument which °
he understands. In saying he knows, we are not merely

ascribing true belief but asserting that he has proper
credentials for such belief, the force of which he

himself appreciates; .

it is also crucial that the credentials are of the appropriate type,
that the knowledge has been subject to the rigour of the relevant t{est
criteria. What these tests might be is not being assumed in any a priori

sorw of way, for they‘;ill be a function of the circumstances, the

discourse, in a word, of the variouy/'forms of life', withinh which they

ave their agreed use and meaning

33

This important point i& ably spelled out by J.P. Powell.

Foxr him:such critical proce 8 in the cognitive realm
are flavoured by\the Neld of discourse in which they
are employed and fut off which thgy have developed. ...
e What distinguisheé\x;;ious types of discourse is their
pd flavour and by this I mean the circumstances in which
' disputes arise, the-kind of evidence which is relevant,
the stratagems which are permissible and the considerations
T which make certain moves decisive. In order to discover
tie character of any form of discourse one needs to get the
feel of it, to become so familiar with the terrain that one
can mtwve confidently over it and follow the arguments of
otherspwith ease ..o If this brief account of the matter is
broadlg¥fcorrect then these skills which are intimately
comnected with the fields in which they are learnt and
. exercised _are unlikely to be generalisable. .

»

In other words, the various\proceduréé'that typify different fields of
discourse - Powell refers to the.71ega1, moral, mathematical or political!
as examples of such 'fields' ~ are irreducibdbly context-bound and fie1d~‘
dependent. Just as there can only be certain sorts of creativity and
'understanding', so there can only be certain sorts of knowledge-that and -
-~how, and these are characteridtically determined by the contexts in which
they are exercised and the highly heterogeneous nature of the terminal
outcomes” at which they aim. The ide; of know;how or know-that - even if |
they aré”separablq at all, that is - has to be considerably ﬁodified by

considerations arising from the radi€ally discreté nature of human

34
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On this basis I venture to hazard the-tentative hypothesis
that, although 'knowledge' words clearly have different methods of, .

7

and grounds\for, giving their various claims warrantable assertability
in the various fields in which they are made, to say so much is not to
say that 'knowledge' can be sharply differentiated into *propositional!
and 'procedural' - except, of course, at a very rudlmentary level; nor,
for that matter, that 'knowledge' is something that must be restricted
to cognitions of an analytically 'true' or synthetically 'verifiable®
kind; nor even that it must remain discursiwe only. As LOUlS Arnaud

35

. Reid points out, the range of general use of 'know"words is much

‘richer and wider than the verificationist elenchus would allow: §
We say we 'know' in sense-perception (long before the .
use of words), and through feeling; we 'know' a poem
or a fugue; we 'know' other persons — acgquaintances, .
friends, lovers; we 'know' good and bad,' right and
wrong; we may even claim to have some sort of
‘knowledge' of God. ... in every kind of knowledge >
and experience - sense-perception, science, art,

- A myth, religion, personal encounter — symbols’and

’ " signs are involved, each overlapping fleld having a
kind of 'logos' of its own.

36

Elsewhere, in talking of aesthetic appraisals as a 'way of knowihg‘,
he maintains that feeling is a 'form of knowledge' - "feeling ig .
cognitive and is positively essential to &iscriminating aesthetic
perceptlon;of the art-object" (for example). The notion of the severe
limits placed on ‘'knowledge' by some phllosophe;s he ﬁescrlbes as a
gultural id€e fixe — which one dictionary describes
‘as 'igtellectual monomania',
(A similar oblogquy might be made against the idea that one“can look for
some one 'thing', concept or tessence' ‘of Fnowleage, for which "such
variously neeessary and/or sufficient conditions as 'justified true
belief! 9? 'rélatively routinisable competences' and 'open;enged critical
skills' can be identified).

~

On this basis we can legitimately question some of the utterances
made in certaln quarters that deny the existence of any other modes of
cognition than the analytic or the.synthetic, — in partlcular, the

aesthetic and the metaphysical. For these are clearly among ‘the ways in
which people ac ually do cognize and make meaningful communication w1thin

the various 'unlv rses of discourse' that constitutes their shared worlds.v

o 22 R
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It is this that explains why, to make.a paraphiase of another_saying,
know1ng is a passionate busln°ss. For, in some senses, as against
Popper, the human person is central 1n all acts of cognxtlon. As
Polanyi says: 51 '

Skilful knowing and doing is performed by subordinating
a set of particulars, a2s clues or tools, to the shaping
of a skilful achievement, whether practical or theoretical.
We may then be said to become 'subsidiarily aware' of
these particulars within our 'focal awareness' of the
coherent entity that we achieve. Clues and tools are
things used as such and not observed in themselves. They
are made to function as extensions of our bodily equipment
~ . and this involves a certain change of our own being ...
. Such is the personal participation of the knower in 211
. acts of understanding.

Thus knowledge is not neutral or in any sense ‘out there'. Ve '

do better to speak of 'inowing' in all its various aspectzf meanings
2nd usages, such as th '3esthetic, the personal, the tran endent and
a2ll the rest, as the rcalms of communication — indeed as the only, -
acceptable reality - by_means of which persons are enabled to construct
and share a world. For what is common to 21l acts of knowing and
experiencing is that they are propria of persons. As Arnaud Reid pufs
it .
. eee no summation of statements, however complete,' ever
\ adds up to knowledge. Xnowledge is possessed only by
' the living mind, which becomes illuminated through its
various efforts and experiénces of articulation. The

LI - mind is able to re-experience with more dlscrlmlnatlng
insight because of these efforts and experiences. . ..

- -

All the 'ways of knowing! that there are, are functions of mind,

conceived ana ‘articulated in 1nterpersona1 discourse.

N

Vi
. N . There is nothing dualistic about this. To say so much is not
- to intimate anything 'ghostly' about the nature of 'mind', nor to'

assume that there is the separatioﬁ between mind and body that some
proponents and critics of phy§aqal education activitiés appear to accept
and believe in. To imply so much would be to expose physical .education,
to all the hazards which many of the views put fofward as solutions to
the supposed *'Mind-Body' problem have encounteréd. But/;i}tﬁér do I
wikh to go so far as Ryle, who-asserted that 58 '

\ - 29
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'., xhou%h it is not always conveniént to avoid the
practice, there is a considerable logical hazard

in using the nouns 'mind' or 'minds' at all.

E6T this view too is open to all the objections which Geach and others

marshalled agginét it.

A much more coherent view on this matter is, in my opinion, QﬁﬁSA
that proposed by P.E. Strawson. 59 His case, it will be ggcalled, is

that thexe is no such problem, for to think that there is betokens ‘a
failuré-to appreciate the crucial function, in this reSpecta of a

concept which he describes as 'logically primitive' - that of 'the

person's The idea. of the person is the touchstone of all our appraisals

of the world, for it is ome of the basic presuppositions of our making
sense of the world at all. The idea of 'person' precedes the idea of

mind and bodyé a person is both, for both these ide s/are subsumed in

that of the person, which is prior.. on is body insofar as he has
M-predicates - spatial extensioﬁi hei:;ifrjéighjl colour, resistance etc, -
but is not body insofar as he has those predicajﬁﬁ‘which are the \'f
differentia of -the class of persons (P—predicatesjréﬁch as actions,
volitions, emotions, deliberations — "'is smiling', 'is going for a‘

walk'; as yeli as thiﬁgs like 'is in pain', ‘is thinKing'hard',

'believes in God' and so on". These are all things thﬁt are character-—
istic of our"minds'-and'they are 6bjectixe in the sense'thgt we see

them but do not exbegience them in the case of othexs and we éxierience
them but do not see them in the case of ourselves. These softs of
postﬁlates are built in to the ways in whigh*ﬁg’recogniselgther members

of the élass, for we operate not only on éhe assumption but on the P
presupposition of‘our”common4possession of the propria of persgnhood -

0 & !

language, thought and mind. /

Now to have a mind implies entering into and being able to° "
. ~

operate within the various sorts of conceptual scheme by which mankind
has progressively clasgsified and refined his éxperignce of what he takes
to be his world. As P.H. Hirst remarks 41 o

The various manifestations of consciousness, in; ‘tor
instancej different sense perceptions, different
emotibns, or different elements of intellectual
understanding, are intelligible only by virtue of
the' cohceptual apparatus by which they are
articilated.

\ . ., o
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The progressively structured, refined and complex acts of cognition

by which man has characteristically differentiated his experiencings

and consciousness are a function of the particular capacTties for Q
thought and 1anguage by means of which man has given objectivity and
stability to the world he sharqs with others he recognises as like %1m.
For ° .

whatever private forms of a;;;eness there may be, it
’/f’\\\J/ is by means of symbolsy particularly-in language, that
R conceptual articulation becomes objectified, foxr the

symbols give_gpblic empbodiment to the concepts.

.

Such acts of cognition are externalised, then, in man's symbolic codes
of communication - not always necessarily discursive - of a complex

and heterogeneous kind., Such are the ‘'ways of knowing', or the various
P forms of ‘'knowledge'. And these are

the basic articulations whereby the whole of experience

has become intelligible to man, they are the fundamental
achievement of mind, '

That there are such differentiations.in man's various concepiual
schemata, the ways in which he sees and constructs the world, the various
modes of address employed between one man and another to locate his
éxperiences and give them meaning and significance, is a conclusion

ommon to all who enquire into the nature of cognition and human
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rationality. But what is also common is that not only are such
digcrete forms of rationality and the various sorts of conceptual scheme
within which they are instantiated a complex matrix of skills and
spropositions, but that what gives each 'form' its sui generis character
is that each of Eheéé‘skills aﬁd its propositions are peculiar in
character to the form ~ are, as Powell noted, highly context-bound and

field dependent.

20

The, picture is even more complicated by the further consideration
relating to connections between the forms and the complexity of their
interrelationships and dgbendencies, such as that, for example, between,
say, the physical sciences and mathematics, or bet&éen the arts and
&Q}t we might call knowledge and understanding'of other persons. Indeed
\ the ways in which 'forms' differ from and are related to each other are

by no means clear - are in fact the subject of considerable controversy.
There is so much dispute concerning the nature of the disciplines and -

their defining criteria (if any) that the very idéa of a 'discipline’




might also be regarded as an example of what W.B. Gallie has called an \
'egsentially contested concept!'. 45 Philosophy itself is certainly a
good case in point - is it procedural or substantive; analytical or
metaphysical; descriptive or revisionary? And what about physical
education?. Is it a 'form' or a 'field' of Ehowledge ~ mono-disciplinary,

multi-disciplinary or cross-dis¢iﬁlinary?

All these issues remaln to be resolved. It is bastic to the
idea of 'essentlally contosted concepts' that there is continual
discussion and debate about their status and applicability; hypotheses *
are continually being put up and as fréquently knocked down, and such
dynamism is wholly typical of the cognitive realm. For without if the
mind of man would stagnate and at-ovhy; one only has to note the
blurrcing of distinctions in language ~ as, for instancy, that between
'disinterested' and 'uninterested', or 'disinterested' and 'impartial' -
to see how easily we lose concepts and how lack of the sort of* sHEEﬁHEBs—\
that characterizes our probings. at. the foundations of our d1501p11n°s
and the frontiers of our knowledge cen impoverish our language, and

with that our thought and our world.

Certainly phiiQSOphers of sport and physical education are

aware of this danger and are as impressed with the need for ‘precision

a

i?d clarity in their examination of the particular natures and objectives

.

of the various forms of human activity into which they are enquiring.
Ah example of this sort of concern can be found in the work of a
distinguished Officer of this Society, Professor Karle F. Zeigler. In
a paper presented in Canada in 1972 44 he examined the duestion of the
nature of physical education and was inclined to view it as compound

of elements "containing arts and social science aspects and bio-science
‘aspects" giving,the definition of the discipline as: "the study of

human motor performance in sport, dance,,play, and exercise". To this

v

conclusion was appended a whole series of models showi Just how

complex the analysis of physical education as whatever sort of entity it
is could become, Professor Zeigler's account explored the relationship

between phy91cal education and a whole range of dther Wgpes of cognition

of an astonlshlng breadth and complex1ty, from Fide Apts through
Philosophy to Mathematics. But.ﬁls most’ 1mportant pointTis that - =
- " . - .

R
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The composition of the physical education discipliné
L4 will in all probability be an ‘evolving entity' over
the years.
» ‘{? o

It is, on that score, just as suitable a candidate for creative
scholarly enquiry, leading to the sort of 'objective' knowledge status
which Popper accords to what he calls the 'third world' of knowledge,
as any of the othef, ;\\hﬂll;complex, forms of knowledge and awareness.

“ As a contrlbutlon to that-enquiry I should 11ke to venture the
hypothe51s that 'knowledge' relatlve to human movements and activities
encapsulates and presents, in a focussed form, mqges of perceptlon,
reflection, actlon, experience and communication that are at 1east as
important in human development and the emergence of persons as other
generally more highly prized forms of knowledge, such as those elevated

by philosophers of education such as R.S. Peters and others in their so-

.called 'transcendental deduction' of worthwhile activities, from which

maﬁy of the integgg?s of physical éducationists, including sport and
games, are to be excluded as being 'not serious'. For, on my account,
a 'person' Eﬁﬁsdﬁés\both intellectual and physicél elements in his
development and both of these are centrally involved in his experience

and awareness Q£_the world._-©n his basis, it seems to me, Human

‘Movement Studies must have a place on the curricula of educational

institutions; for without experience of and instructiom in the various

modes of being and cognizing of which they are pre-eminently constituted,

' no"knowledge' of them and these constituents is, in any extended sense,

45

possible and, to that.extent, the kﬁowlq@ge of the individual remzins
impoverished. . X . ‘

To say what such modes of cogni%gon are, -however, invo}ves
considerations far more complex than those that are so easil;\bonnoted
in a distinction that is as simplistic d4s it is platitudinous - that ‘
between know-how and khow—that. For physical education would seem to
require knowledge of a mathematical, scientific, interpersonal,
histofical, political, aesthetic and ethical kind, at the least, with
all the peculiar se:l;s of propositions, modes of proceduxre aﬁ tests for

truth, relevance and appropriateness that are associated with;each of -

‘these ways of knowing. In other words, Physical Education geems to me,

at any rate, to be what might be termed a 'field' of knowlédge, which

draws upon the insights available from a wide range of discrete

. . 237’ ' - . -
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_disciplines in order to formulate anéwers to problems of both a

. theoretical and practical kind arising from the one” central feature
\\\\ %hat draws its coﬁcerns tbgether and gives them coherence. And that
\\\\\\ is the way in whlch the human person canlggyelop his understanding
and enrich hlS 11ﬁe through the medium of that part of himself by
N means of wh;ch/hi’ existence is objectified - the body.

\

This i§‘on1y a hypothesis, however, relat;ng to a subject of °
a highly complei\character. It is, as any other such; open to
examihation ggd rgkhgation and clearly this Society is a body amply
equipped <o faigify ite. Vy point* is that that is a task to which sport
philosophers and philo

hers of ahysmal education ouoht to come

y ithout those sorts of precon "ons and pre-occupations that seem to

figure in the works of those who\h ve resi
* education on a distinction that seems tg\ji\to be géé?ous, simplistic

or fallaciou%,

eir rebuttals of phy51cal

s

me

f._'_,,,.—'
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University of Manchester
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